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DISCUSSIONS ON CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE AND THE USE OF BLOGS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
In both Australia and Norway and through a number of Technology projects 
conducted since 2007, the authors – together and with other collaborators - 
have attempted to create positive learning environments supported by Web 
2.0 communication tools. Through protected public sites and the oz-
Teachernet [http://www.otn.edu.au], we have consistently chosen to use 
blogs to support the social construction of knowledge, that is, to allow 
students the opportunity to discuss, share and collaborate on their classroom 
activities and engagement with Technology artefacts and processes. 
Through comparisons with findings from a small-scale project in Norway 
and a large-scale project in Australia, this paper will argue for the potential 
of discussion through blogs but recommend that the purposeful use of 
scientific language in student communication will not occur without teacher 
intervention and scaffolding. 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
Since 2007, we have been engaged in ongoing work in creating and mentoring Technology projects in 
schools in both Norway and Australia (see Byrkjeflot, Lysne, & Lloyd, 2009; Duncan-Howell, & Lloyd, 
2009; Lloyd & Duncan-Howell, 2008a, 2008b; Lysne, Nykvist, & Lloyd, 2008). Through these projects, 
we have anticipated three main interdependent outcomes. The first is theoretical and connected to the 
theory of distributed constructionism (Resnick, 1996a, 1996b). The second is cognitive and relates to 
our ongoing interest in how and when students use appropriate scientific (including mathematical and 
technological) language to articulate or problematise their experiences, that is, to make their 
conceptual knowledge visible. The third is pedagogical and relates to how teachers work 
technologically (in the broadest sense) and how they scaffold student learning. This paper, through a 
comparative review of our Land Yachts project, will briefly address the first, that is, the theoretical, 
and, through specific reference to one of our projects in four Norwegian schools, look more critically at 
the second and third outcomes.  
 
BACKGROUND 
This background section briefly outlines the previously cited outcomes of our ongoing research, that is, 
(i) distributed constructionism; (ii) student use of scientific language; and (iii) teachers’ practice with 
and through ICT. 
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Distributed constructionism 
We have hoped that through our various Technology projects, over time, we would see distributed 
constructionism (Resnick, 1996a, 1996b) in action. This theory argues that ICT can allow learners to 
engage in collaborative construction activities. It is based on the understanding that knowledge – as a 
“spiral of knowing” - is constructed through reflection and mental engagement with people, problems 
and artefacts (Wells, 2002, pp. 200-202).  Web 2.0 tools have made distributed constructionism a 
possibility. To make it a reality, we believe deliberate action by teachers and a shift in their current 
classroom practices are required. 
 
The three main activities of distributed constructionism, that is, discussing, sharing and collaborating 
on constructions are activities that allow “people [to] think in conjunction and partnership with others 
and with the help of culturally provided tools and implements” (Salomon, 1993, p. xiii). The iteration 
and interconnectedness between discussing, sharing and collaborating is presented in Figure 1.  
 
 
 
Figure 1: Interactive processes of distributed constructionism (Lloyd & Duncan-Howell, 2008a) 
 
The notion of discussing, sharing and collaborating also resonates with McCormick’s (2004) 
contention that “technology educators … are trying to get children to be able to … think through their 
doing, and for the feedback from this doing to affect their thinking” (p. 23). This leads to a 
consideration of the way that students express themselves, particularly in their adoption of scientific 
language or the articulation of scientific concepts in non-scientific or everyday language. 
 
Student use of scientific language 
Western Science is said to have a culture determined through its “norms, values, beliefs, 
expectations, and conventional actions … generally shared in various ways by communities of 
scientists" (Aikenhead, 1999, p. 9). Children do not arrive naturally into the subculture of “school 
science” which more typically presents itself as “acultural” or “culture-free.” More contentiously, it is 
seen as having little relevance to children’s “life-world subcultures” creating a “cognitive apartheid” 
(Medvitz, cited in Aikenhead, 1996, p. 12) that serves to isolate the sciences from lived experience 
both within and outside of school.  
 
Bridging the gap between these worlds is thought to be achieved through a focussed use of language. 
For example, we have known, since the research of Derewianka (1990) that when students explicitly 
used the language of science, they gained control over the learning experience. More recently, Doyle, 
Watters and Exley (2010) have considered the relationship between young children’s acquisition and 
confidence in the use of scientific language and their confidence and interest in Science. 
 
 
Teachers’ practice with information and communication technology 
ICT has become integral to contemporary teaching and learning. The Australian Ministerial Council for 
Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) premised its policy, Contemporary 
Learning, on the understanding that “21st century education integrates technologies, engaging 
students in ways not previously possible, creating new learning and teaching possibilities, enhancing 
achievement and extending interactions with local and global communities” (MCEETYA, 2005, p. 1). 
The integration of ICT has a profound impact on teacher practice and requires a conscious shift of 
Distributed 
Constructionism 
Discussing 
constructions 
Collaborating 
on 
constructions 
Sharing 
constructions 
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beliefs, expectations and behaviours (Ertmer, 2005). What is now expected of teachers is outlined in 
the UNESCO Teacher Competency Standards (UNESCO, 2008): 
Today’s classroom teachers need to be prepared to provide technology-supported learning 
opportunities for their students. … Schools and classrooms, both real and virtual, must have 
teachers who are equipped with technology resources and skills and who can effectively teach 
the necessary subject matter content while incorporating technology concepts and skills. 
Interactive computer simulations, digital and open educational resources, and sophisticated 
data-gathering and analysis tools are only a few of the resources that enable teachers to 
provide previously unimaginable opportunities for conceptual understanding. Traditional 
educational practices no longer provide prospective teachers with all the necessary skills for 
teaching students to survive economically in today’s workplace.  
(UNESCO, 2008, p. 1) 
 
It is also clear that teachers are the key agents for change in the classroom with Bungum (2006) 
describing teachers in the Technology classroom as the “active agents in the perceived and 
operational level of curriculum, that is, the transition between the intentions of education and its 
recipients” (p. 33). Further to this, it is clear that hardware and software alone will not have an impact. 
What will matter is what teachers ‘do’ and what they allow students to ‘do’ which will make a 
difference.  
 
As noted, the ICT we have adopted for student interaction and communication is the blog. It was 
selected ahead of other media because of its ease of use, access and capacity to store images. The 
format of posting and comment in chronological order paralleled the idea of a log of activity. The 
following further discusses our rationale for this selection. 
Blogs  
Blogs can be likened to an online diary and, in a classroom setting, can be used to support students’ 
reflection on resources and content (Farmer & Bartlett-Bragg, 2005; Williams & Jacobs, 2004). The 
educational value of blogs is premised on the finding (Gourgey, 2001) that students who write about 
and monitor their learning have been shown to be more efficient learners.  
 
Blogs are unique in that they comprise both postings and comments that allow both declarative 
statements (broadcast) to be made and responses (dialogue) to be posted. They also allow the 
posting of visual material such as still images or video. Critically, blogs allow students to write for a 
real, usually known, audience with potential for peer interaction. This aligns blogs closely with the 
processes of distributed constructionism (see Figure 1).  
 
Blog postings are ordered chronologically with the most recent at the “top.” This allows discussion or 
the tracking of individual or group processes over time. It has been argued that the resultant “historical 
record” allows students to critique their learning by reviewing what and how they learnt (Duffy & Bruns, 
2006).  
 
Further to this, Richardson (2006) argued that the educational use of blogs: 
 can promote critical and analytical thinking.  
 can promote creative, intuitive and associational thinking (through brainstorming and 
commenting on interlinked ideas).  
 can promote analogical thinking.  
 can increase access and exposure to quality information.  
 provides a combination of solitary and social interaction.  
 
Blogs have suited our purposes well in our projects as they provide an interactive communication 
space that teachers can use with students to develop writing, share ideas and reflect on work being 
undertaken in the classroom. The inclusion of images has been of particular value and has clearly had 
an immediate impact on the students who use and read others’ blogs.  
 
RESEARCH METHOD 
This research may be categorised as an exploratory case study (Yin, 1993) in that, through a 
Technology project supported by a blog, it tries to look for patterns in the data and come up with a 
model within which to view this data.  Qualitative methods were employed and enhanced as needed 
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by descriptive statistics. This section will detail the research setting, the participants, and the data 
collection and analysis processes adopted. 
 
Research setting 
In Norway, Technology is a central part of the Science and Mathematics syllabuses for primary 
schools. In this paper, we report on a project conducted in Finnmark County in North-Norway where 
students built wind-powered land yachts, Landfartøy (Land Yachts). The project was conducted during 
September 2008 and was designed to focus on speed and motion, sustainable energy and related 
themes within physics. A project web page was built on a public site and each school had their own 
blog linked to this page [http://www.naturfag.hifm.no/Researchersnight/]. The project concluded with a 
competition where selected teams were brought together. 
 
Participants 
The Norwegian project involved students from Years 5 to 7 (approximately 10 to 12 years of age) in 
four primary schools located in the western part of Finnmark County in North-Norway. They will be 
referred to as Skole A, B, C, and D respectively. We have here retained the Norwegian word for 
school, Skole, to convey a sense of context, that is, these are schools in a specific location and their 
circumstances may not be generalisable to other educational systems. A total of approximately 150 
students participated, organised in groups of 3 to 4 students. Four teachers, to be referred to as 
Teacher A, B, C and D (respectively from Skole A-D) were interviewed. 
 
Data collection 
There were two key data sources: the collated blog entries (from Skoles A-D) and teacher interviews 
(Teachers A-D). The blogs, comprising of 39 postings and 18 comments, from the four selected 
schools were reviewed. As noted, interviews were held with the contact teachers (n=4) at the schools 
at the conclusion of the project. The same questions were asked of each teacher concerning the use 
of the blog, production of photos, and intended future use. 
 
Data analysis 
Analyses were conducted on the key data sources from the Norwegian project: collated blog entries 
and interviews. Previously published data from the Australian project was used to inform conclusions 
from the Norwegian findings. 
 
Collated blog entries 
A decision was made to code only the blog postings rather than the comments because these were 
restricted to simple messages of congratulation or encouragement, for example, ‘Good work,’ ‘Nice 
design’. The unit of analysis were sentences/ideas rather than whole messages and using, as noted, a 
content analysis framework modified from one developed in our prior work (Lloyd & Duncan-Howell, 
2008a, 2008b). We coded the blogs against four categories: (1) Description of activity; (2) Predicting 
results / future actions; (3) Evidence of trials / modifications; and (4) Evidence of teamwork / 
collaboration. Two coders worked independently before comparing outcomes to achieve inter-rater 
reliability. Disparities were resolved through discussion. It should be noted that the Norwegian blogs 
were written in Norwegian, that is, it was not an English language activity for the Norwegian students. 
 
Interviews 
Simple conversation analysis was conducted on translated transcripts of the selected interviews. We 
were looking for specific evidence of teacher practice in scaffolding the use of the blogs and therefore 
focussed on relevant excerpts. 
 
FINDINGS 
 
The analysis of the data sources resulted in the following. 
 
Analysis of blog postings 
Table 1 presents a simple tally of postings from the project reviewed in this paper. While a similar time 
frame is captured, there was considerable discrepancy in the use of the blog, ranging from 1-22 
postings in a 5-7 day period. Schools had been advised to allot a maximum of 15 hours to the project. 
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Table 1 
Details of selected participating schools 
 
Skole Year level Blog 
(n=39) 
Comment 
(n=18) 
Duration (school 
days) 
A 5- 7 11 0 5 days 
B 5-7 20 12 7 days 
C 5-6 7 4 7 days 
D 4-7 1 2 7 days 
 
 
Content Analysis 
Table 2 presents the frequencies of each of the categories. The blog postings (n=39, see Table 1) 
yielded 45 statements for coding. 
 
Table 2 
Content analysis of blog postings (after Lloyd & Duncan-Howell, 2008) 
 
Skole (school 
name) 
Description 
n (%) 
Prediction 
n (%) 
Trials 
n (%) 
Collaboration 
n (%) 
Total n 
A 4 
(30.77) 
0 
(0.00) 
6 
(46.15) 
3 
(23.08) 
13 
B 10 
(50.00) 
4 
(20.00) 
5 
(25.00) 
1 
(5.00) 
20 
C 9 
(81.82) 
0 
 
1 
(9.09) 
1 
(9.09) 
11 
D I 
(100) 
0 0 0 1 
Total n 24 4 12 5 45 
(%) (53.33) (8.99) (26.67) (11.11)  
 
Although not consistent across the four schools, just over half (n=24, 53.33%) of the statements 
overall were Description (Category 1). An example of a descriptive statement (translated from 
Norwegian to English) from Skole C offered that “We have almost finished the car. Named Billllyyy and 
we hope it will be good. Using too much tape but is nice.”  
 
Instances of Prediction were only noted in the blogs from Skole B. Examples of this (again translated) 
were: 
• Today, we have fixed the wheels. Had problems. Holes too big for the axle. Should make a 
new body.  
• We, in Group 3, have to change the sail a little bit. The sail should be higher.  
 
Interestingly, while just over a quarter of statements overall referred to Trials (Category 3), we know 
anecdotally that this was a key topic of classroom conversation. An example of this, from the Skole A 
blog, was: “We put two extra milk cartons to catch more wind. It went 10m  77 cm. At last we have 
finished.”  
 
Statements of Collaboration (Category 4) ranged dramatically overall (from 0 to 23.08%). An example 
can be noted – in the negative – from Skole C where students offered that “We did not get the result 
for our land yacht because we started without a sketch and without materials. Messing around too 
much!!!! If we can’t make a new land yacht, we will give up.”  
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Figure 2: Students at Skole C at work on their Land Yachts (Landfartøy) 
 
 
Teacher interviews 
Following the project, interviews were held with four teachers involved in the project. 
 
Teacher A (Skole A) made all 11 blog postings. As noted in Table 2, the categories they represented 
(n=13) were: description (n=4), prediction (n=0), trials (n=6), and collaboration (n=3). Teacher A cited 
Internet connection problems for her students’ minimal use of the blogs. That students did not take the 
photos or make any comments meant that they had little or no interaction with or access to the site to 
support their own learning. The blogs were ‘broadcast’ only. 
 
Teacher B (Skole B) made all 20 blog postings. This was the highest number posted in the project and 
indicated a genuine attempt to use the blog as a part of student learning rather than an adjunct to it. It 
was seen as a student-centred activity with students taking the photos to be posted and entering 
comments. As noted in Table 2, these evidenced 20 categories: description (n=10), prediction (n=4), 
trials (n=5), and collaboration (n=1). Teacher B made contemporaneous postings, that is, “at the end 
of each construction session.” He felt that the blog postings could also be motivating in students’ 
language classes (Norwegian). Students read the blog postings from within Skole B and, where 
possible, from the other participating schools.  
 
Teacher C (Skole C) made all blog postings. As noted in Table 2, the 7 blogs represented 11 
categories: description (n=9), prediction (n=0), trials (n=1), and collaboration (n=1). The majority of 
class time was reportedly spent on construction of the land yacht. The students read the blogs posted 
by others and particularly liked the photos of yachts being built in other schools. Teacher C made 
comments on other blogs and encouraged her students to do so. She believed that the blog was 
motivational and was keen to use them in the future. Teacher C cited time restrictions to explain her 
students’ limited participation. 
 
Teacher D (Skole D) posted only 1 blog which was categorised as ‘description.’ Teacher D cited 
technical problems with the blog and, instead, created a project website. In this, the students from 
Skole D managed to maintain contact with others but, critically, were unable to interact with others. 
Their site was static and did not allow collaboration. While an expedient solution, the opportunity to 
learn with others was lost. 
 
The responses from the teachers when combined with the relatively low number of postings per group, 
the low ratio of comments per posting, and the significant variation in participation lead us to 
cautiously contend that interactive Web 2.0 tools lack tradition within the schools participating in this 
project. None had used blogs or other Web 2.0 technologies before for student learning. The teachers 
tended to retain control of all aspects of the project and students typically depended on the teachers’ 
initiative to use the blogs and to access other technologies, namely, the digital camera. Similarly, the 
notion of contemporaneous rather than post hoc recording and reflection also appears to be outside 
the frame of daily practice. This changes the nature of the task and loses the richness of 
communication, that is, by relying on recall rather than being ‘in the moment,’ giving us less 
opportunity to ‘see’ what and how the students are learning.  
 
DISCUSSION 
This paper will argue for the potential of discussion through blogs but recommend that the purposeful 
use of scientific language in student communication will not occur without teacher scaffolding. It is of 
interest to compare the findings from this case study with a larger case study in Australia involving 143 
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teams of children (3-4 members) and 593 blog postings and 416 comments (see Table 3). The 
comparisons, because of many differences between the projects including scale and time frame, is for 
indicative purposes only. Note also that the Australian study combined the predicting and trialling 
categories. The Norwegian data (from Table 2) has been amended to allow direct comparison. 
 
Table 3 
Content analysis of blog postings (after Lloyd & Duncan-Howell, 2008b) 
 
 Description 
n (%) 
Prediction & Trials 
n (%) 
Collaboration 
n (%) 
Total n 
Total Norwegian 24 
(53.33) 
16 
(35.56) 
5 
(11.11) 
45 
Total Australian 121 
(20.40) 
184 
(31.03) 
288 
(48.57) 
593 
 
When viewed overall, the Norwegian and Australian results appear to be diametrically opposite which 
we whimsically have referred to as an antipodean effect! The highest frequency for the Australian 
blogs was Collaboration (n=288, 48.57%) while it was Description for Norwegian students (n=24, 
53.33%). The reverse is true for the lowest frequencies, that is, Description in Australia (n=121, 
20.4%) and Collaboration in Norway (n=5, 11.11%). This is deceptive, however, as one Norwegian 
school, Skole A, returned a trend not dissimilar to that of the Australian averages. This, as found in 
many studies, reiterates the conclusion that the defining variable in the effective use of ICT in 
education is the teacher (see, for example, Perkins, 1985, 1992).  
 
The findings in Table 3 also reveal a shared focus on prediction and trials. These produced a similar 
outcome (>30%) and encourage us to look in this space for evidence of students’ conceptual 
understandings. In both countries, in making predictions and describing their trials, students typically 
used everyday language and school-scientific phrases rarely appeared. One explanation may be the 
tacit understanding that a blog is a social medium which, outside of school, is conversational in tone. 
The bloggers may simply have been transferring language patterns from their use of blogs in private 
communication into the ‘school’ use of the same medium.  
 
There were, however, some marked exceptions to this which we presume to differ because of teacher 
intervention and modelling. Figure 3 shows an image of a land yacht being built in an Australian 
school by Year 7 students (age 11-12 years) in a team called “The Black Pearls.”  
 
 
Figure 3: Land yacht built by ‘The Black Pearls’ [http://www.otn.edu.au/projects/pastprojects/2007/blogs] 
 
An extract – with pseudonyms - from the Black Pearls’ blog reveals their engagement with scientific 
concepts and critically, how the teacher scaffolded this interest. Bill was in the Black Pearls while Joe 
and Sarah were other students in the same class. The format of the blog, that is, in reverse 
chronological order and indented comments, is retained to give a heightened sense of the interaction. 
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Thursday, August 09 2007 11:57 am By Bill 
The black pearls have come up with a simple idea, made with: a soft drink can, a plastic bag, 3 
chopsticks and some cardboard. A land yacht is basically a wind powered car, or a car with no 
engine and a sail. It should be as light as possible and able to be pushed by a breeze. Land 
yachting is actually a real sport with full sized yachts that look like dirt buggies with sails. Our 
design is a soft drink can with both ends cut off (to minimize weight and wind resistance), 
chopsticks for axles, cardboard wheels, a chopstick for a mast, and a plastic bag (the kind used for 
fruit and veggies at the supermarket) for a sail. The aluminium in the can is light and the yacht 
should not be too heavy overall, and I know for a fact that small plastic bags can carry things 
reasonable distances. 
 
Sunday, August 12 2007 7:08 PM By Teacher 
It will be interesting to test your plastic bag idea. Will the situations you know of where they can 
carry things reasonable distances transfer well to an application on Land Yachts? Also, consider 
the safety aspects of cutting the aluminium can. The fact that they are light (a good thing) is 
because they are thin and will make a sharp (possible jagged) edge when you cut it. Consider 
how you will cut it safely and further, use it for construction of the yacht (safely). - Teacher 
 
Monday, August 13 2007 2:06 PM By Joe 
I thought if you minimise wind resistance, it gets worse. - Joe 
 
Monday, August 13 2007 2:20 PM By Teacher 
Minimising wind resistance means that the yacht won't have to push against air but cut through 
it. The thin edge will go straight through the air and will go faster. The bottom of the can would 
normally have to move wind away and make it slower, but with a thin edge it will go a lot more 
quickly. - Teacher 
 
Thursday, September 06 2007 10:22 AM By Sarah 
Hi it's Sarah, what have u been doing to the yacht? Have you had any more test runs? Have 
you changed anything to the yacht to make it faster? - Sarah 
 
The teacher here has taken a very different role to his Norwegian counterparts (Teachers A-D). He 
has actively involved himself in the online conversations rather than acting as a recorder who is 
somehow ‘outside’ what is happening. His first comment posed a probing question rather than simply 
offering an answer. Norwegian teachers were having similar conversations in their own classrooms, 
but here, using the blog, this ‘teaching’ became public. This not only benefits the students in a specific 
team, it benefits everyone in the project by creating a culture of inquiry. The students from this 
teacher’s school made use of simple scientific phrases such as momentum, traction, and drag. They 
also alluded to: 
(i) the function of components such as axles and wheels. For example, one girl, from JEF35, 
posted, “Yay our yacht is almost finished. All we have to do is work out how we are going 
to get our wheels to stay straight. When it moves, the wheels turn diagonally and almost 
fall off. The straw is not helping the wheels stay straight because the hole we put in the 
side of the yacht is too big”; 
(ii) the strength and flexibility of materials. JEF35’s blog continued to report that “today we 
have added a straw to the inside of our yacht. So that the kebab stick doesn't move 
around to much and so our wheels stay straight.” Others commented on the material 
chosen for their sails with many deciding on a balance between size (area) and weight.  
(iii) the relationships between lightness, stability and speed. For example, a student from CJK, 
offered that “if you have larger wheels on the back then most of the weight of the yacht will 
go to the front which will help [it] to go forward faster … because it's got more of its weight 
on the front.“  
 
Similar allusion to conceptual understandings were noted in the Norwegian postings where students 
frequently used everyday language to explain their inventions. Examples noted were aksling (axles), 
hjuls (wheels), feste bakhjul (attaching the back wheel), feste til hjul (attaching something to the 
wheel), and går skjevt (going askew). As with the Australian blogs, use of correct scientific language 
was rare. We noted the following terms: tyngde (weight) and friksjon (friction). In both instances, the 
scientific concept was explained in terms of the product being built rather than as an abstract property. 
For example, one team from Skole C explained the effect of friction on their yacht’s progress when 
their sail touched the ground. 
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The Australian experience shows that it is possible to use blogs to enculturate students in school 
science and to use its ideas and jargon in their speech and presumably, as part of their thinking. It 
also showed the importance – although not reported in this paper – of the importance of using the 
comment function to go beyond simple affirmation and to promote student thinking beyond mere 
description. What remains a challenge for the authors as researchers and project leaders is to bring all 
participating teachers to a similar understanding and fluency with the use of Web 2.0 tools. 
 
In their defence, the Norwegian teachers were new to this experience and their citing of technical and 
time constraints may well be a plausible cover for unfamiliarity with the technologies, particularly in 
their application in the classroom. There is more happening here than simply adopting a technology. A 
number of other classroom dynamics change as well – students take greater control of their learning, 
ICT is an integral component of the learning, and there is greater emphasis on teamwork and 
collaboration.  
 
There is a clear challenge related to tradition and to teachers’ dispositions when it comes to interactive 
technologies. Making use of blogs needs to focus on the possibilities afforded by this type of 
communication as a part of the progress – rather than delayed reporting - in a given project. It needs 
to focus on process over product – talk about the decisions along the way rather than outcomes which 
mask the scientific reasoning undertaken by students. It needs to put the teacher in the role of a 
modern day Socrates pushing students with targeted questions to encourage scientific reasoning and 
to model the appropriate use of scientific terms.  
 
It was of interest to note that students in both Norway and Australia both revealed evidence of their 
conceptual knowledge. In both countries, they: (i) typically used their own language and the everyday 
names for components (such as axles and sails), and (ii) alluded to but generally did not specifically 
name the scientific concepts in use, for example and as previously noted, friction, stability and 
momentum. In addition to this, what was encouraging in our comparison were the similarities which 
showed a positive use of blogs to enhance learning. These may be summarised as:  
(i) evidence of “hard fun” (Papert, n.d.) where students indicated that they were engaged in 
the task of building the land yacht while acknowledging the inherent difficulties: and  
(ii) honesty in evaluating their own learning, for example, where, as cited, Norwegian 
students spoke of the negative effect of their “messing around” and not planning their 
design before beginning to build. 
 
Can we then conclude that blogs can be used for discussions of conceptual knowledge? We would 
cautiously contend that the potential is there but will only be realized within a constructivist culture of 
learning. This may simply depend on how the teacher uses the technologies available and how much 
control is given to students. In this, we revive the findings from the seminal ACOT (Apple Classrooms 
of Tomorrow) research that we need to “change the way people think about and use technology for 
learning” (Dwyer, 1994, p. 5). A teacher’s role now needs to partly be to challenge students on 
theoretical concepts through Socratic comments on their postings and partly to use examples from the 
postings in their future teaching. In that way, students’ experience during hands-on activity can be 
linked to theory and to how their learning can be socially constructed with others. The talking, thinking, 
doing and sharing of distributed constructionism become parallel activities and become the content 
and context for the theoretical, cognitive and pedagogical outcomes we see as central to the 
meaningful use of ICT in supporting student learning in Technology and related disciplines.  
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